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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF 5.2 MILES OF PRIMARY FENCE 
NEAR LUKEVILLE, ARIZONA 

U.S. BORDER PATROL 
TUCSON SECTOR 

 
Review Comments Matrix 

 
PROJECT: AJO Final EA DATE: December 19, 2007 

PROJECT MILESTONE: Final Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Installation of 5.2 Miles of Primary Fence Near Lukeville 
Arizona 

Response Legend:  A - Concur; D = Do Not Concur; E - Exception; X - Delete Comment 
# Reviewer Comment Response 
1 L. Baiza OPCNM can not support the inclusion of the 

proposed 7 acres over Sonoyta Hill outside of 
the Roosevelt Reservation for construction of a 
road to access proposed work.  This November 
EA is inadequate as it lacks appropriate 
alternatives for construction, design of 
proposed work and mitigation to list a few of the 
concerns.  It is within our mandate to protect 
these very important resources to this 
ecosystem and feel that with additional 
technology being discussed some fencing such 
as this proposed undertaking would not be 
necessary.  The use of technology, such as the 
proposed SBInet (Southern Border Initiative 
network), should be evaluated with fence 
placement since they could support each other. 
The technological solution would cause much 
less long-term impacts to natural and cultural 
resources on OPCNM than would the proposed 
pedestrian fence. 
 

D. While SBInet technology is a critical component of the Secure Border 
Initiative and an effective force multiplier that allows USBP to monitor large 
areas and deploy agents to where they would be most effective to apprehend 
cross-border violators, it does not provide a physical deterrent to illegal 
crossings. The area covered by this project has been determined (and re-
confirmed) by USBP to be a high traffic area that requires the installation of a 
physical barrier (i.e. fence) to control illegal entry into the U.S. The construction 
of an access road is needed to build and maintain the fence. . 
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2 L. Baiza The November 2007 Final EA states that the 

pedestrian fence would be ineffectual without 
SBInet and vice versa. Since SBInet and the 
pedestrian fence form the basis for the border 
enforcement strategy in the OPCNM area, 
these actions should be evaluated in one NEPA 
document and not evaluated separately. We 
believe the proposed alternatives will have a 
significant and long-term impact on resources 
managed by the NPS. 
 

D. The impacts of other possible border security infrastructure (i.e. SBInet) are 
considered appropriately in the cumulative impacts analysis. If and when, other 
infrastructure is proposed for this area, appropriate NEPA analyses will be 
conducted... 

3 L. Baiza The proposed action in the Executive Summary 
and the Alternatives does not agree.  The 
alternative mentions the requirement of a 
construction footprint of 150 which is a major 
attribute of this project and should be in the 
summary if that is the intent. 
 

A.  The executive summary has been revised to read, “Construction activities 
would remain within the 60-foot Roosevelt Reservation with the exception of the 
western most 0.65 miles. The western most 0.65 miles, which would be built 
over Sonoyta Hill, requires a construction footprint of 150 feet.” 
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4 L. Baiza In our comments on the October 2007 draft EA, 

we asked that the design allows for continued 
maintenance of the existing vehicle barrier. The 
request does not appear to be addressed in the 
FEA therefore that responsibility will be shifted 
to U.S. Department of Homeland Security since 
there will be no immediate and safe access for 
our staff.  NPS will continue to maintain the 
permanent vehicle barrier in areas outside of 
the pedestrian fence. 
 

A.  Due to the existing PVBs location relative to the border and its design 
characteristics, it is not possible to physically retrofit the existing PVBs as 
originally desired. Therefore, the pedestrian fence will be installed approximately 
3 ft north of the existing PVBs. CBP agrees that the original vehicle barrier will 
become the operation and maintenance responsibility of CBP. 

5 L. Baiza The FEA repeatedly references the 2003 NPS 
FEA for the vehicle barrier. Although the 2003 
EA is a convenient reference, it should not be 
used to describe the affected environment of 
the area that will be impacted by the proposed 
project. The pedestrian fence is proposed for 
only 5.2 miles, while the 2003 NPS FEA 
addresses impacts for a barrier more than 20 
miles long and the construction differs 
immensely from a post and rail system to solid 
10x15 foot panels. 

D. The FEA correctly references the 2003 NPS document and complies with 
NEPA and CEQ recommendations to use this document for baseline 
information.  The type and nature of construction and the equipment needed to 
complete the proposed activities are not considerably different from what was 
proposed to construct vehicle barriers.  
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6 L. Baiza References to resources at Quitobaquito are 

made throughout the document. Most of these 
should be removed, as the proposed project 
would not affect resources there and this site is 
remotely located from subject work area. 
 

D. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service specifically requested we discuss 
Quitobaquito, and how the project could impact the springs and its associated 
fauna.  

7 L. Baiza Page FONSI-5, Biological Resource: The 
revegetation plan that is mentioned to be 
completed after the construction activities 
should be reviewed and in place prior to the 
construction work.  Additionally many elements 
missing such as what is being planned for all 
columnar cacti larger than 6 feet! 
 

A. The revegetation plan will be comprehensive, completed in conjunction with 
input from the OPCNM and will be completed prior to the start of construction..  
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8 L. Baiza Page FONSI-5, Cultural Resources:  We wish 

to clarify that the professional archeological 
monitors will be provided by the U.S. Border 
Patrol (USBP). Also, please identify the three 
historic objects that lie within the proposed 
construction corridor that will be monitored. 

A. The professional archeologist will be provided by the USBP. The historic 
objects to be monitored are discussed in the EA and consist of the three 
International Border Monuments (166, 167, 168) located in the project corridor.  

9 L. Baiza Page FONSI-5, Cultural Resources: Due to the 
amount of ground-clearing and digging involved 
with this project, we recommend that a 
professional archeological monitor be present 
for the entire extent of the project.  
 

D. The entire project corridor has not only been surveyed by the NPS but also 
by Northland Research Inc. and GSRC. No cultural sites were identified within 
the project corridor during the original NPS surveys or the recent surveys 
completed by CBP’s consultants. Therefore, CBP feels that professional 
archeological monitors are not needed for the entire project.  However, in 
keeping with BMPs used by CBP across all projects, construction workers will 
be trained to recognize potential archeological resources and instructed to 
temporarily suspend construction activities until a qualified archeologist can 
evaluate the situation should a potential resource be encountered. 

BW FOIA CBP 002931



DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF 5.2 MILES OF PRIMARY FENCE 
NEAR LUKEVILLE, ARIZONA 

U.S. BORDER PATROL 
TUCSON SECTOR 

 
Review Comments Matrix 

 
# Reviewer Comment Response 
10 L. Baiza Page FONSI-5, Water Resources: If the Storm 

Water Pollution Protection Plan (SWPPP) 
requires a restoration plan, we request the 
opportunity to review and approve it. 
 

D. The NPS will be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the 
SWPPP. The SWPPP will be completed by the Corps’ contractor and will be 
reviewed/approved by CBP then submitted to the EPA/ADEQ. 

11 L. Baiza Page 1-3, part 1.2.3. Background: Please 
correct the statement that all of the construction 
activities for the PVB along OPCNM’s southern 
boundary occurred within OPCNM. Most of the 
construction activities occurred within the 60-ft 
Roosevelt Reservation. 
 

A. The EA will be revised to state that the PVB’s were constructed in the 60-foot 
Roosevelt Reservation.  
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12 L. Baiza Page 2-3, part 2.3.1. Technology: The FEA 

justifies the need for a fence in the Lukeville 
area by stating that physical barriers are the 
most effective at preventing illegal border 
crossings in the more populated areas of the 
Tucson sector. This rationale is unsupported in 
the Lukeville/Sonoyta area, where many of the 
more intensively used illegal border crossing 
areas along the southern boundary of OPCNM 
are in the more unpopulated areas.  

D. The USBP has determined that the Lukeville/Sonoyta area is an area where 
fence is necessary to secure the border relative to illegal crossings.    

13 L. Baiza Page 2-4, part 2.5 Summary:  Table one states 
that the technological solution will not deter 
illegal pedestrian traffic, yet the USBP will be 
relying on this method to deter pedestrian traffic 
outside the pedestrian fence. Please explain. 
 

D. Table 2-1 does not mention technology but rather discusses the No Action 
Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative. Regardless, due to Federal 
legislation and through analysis of changing border security environment, the 
USBP has determined that the proposed project corridor is best suited for 
physical tactical infrastructure and not technology based infrastructure. Further, 
the lack of use of technology infrastructure versus physical infrastructure is 
adequately explained in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EA.  
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14 L. Baiza Pages 2-5 and 2-6, Table 2-2 Summary Matrix:  

Please see our comments on these items in the 
Affected Environment Section (Part 3.0).  (1) 
Also in the unique and sensitive areas section; 
the comment regarding the “7 acres over 
Sonoyta Hill would change from NPS lands to 
USBP infrastructure” is incorrect.  As was 
mentioned in the opening comments, the work 
and results of work will be articulated in a 
special use permit once all elements of NEPA 
are satisfied and will remain NPS lands.  (2) 
Noise; the clatter/chafing between double layer 
panels will become quite pronounced especially 
with windy and alternatives need to be 
developed to correct this.  (3) Aesthetics; 
Disagree that no significant impacts would 
occur and minimizing trash is expected to 
outweigh adverse impact.     

(1) A. NPS would retain ownership of the 7 acres over Sonoyta Hill. CBP would 
assume responsibility for the maintenance of the access road. The EA will 
be revised accordingly. 

(2) D. The fence would be designed so that clattering/chaffing is not an issue. 
As was previously discussed with the contractor, USACE, CBP, and Mr. Lee 
Baiza of the OPCNM, the fence would be welded together to prevent and 
minimize any potential noise impacts due to the two panels clattering or 
chaffing.   

(3) D. It is CBP’s determination that no significant impacts to aesthetics would 
occur. The area is currently heavily degraded as depicted in the 
Photographs 3-1 and 3-2 of the Final EA.  Additionally, the primary 
pedestrian fence would be built out of non-reflective materials in an effort to 
minimize aesthetic impacts. 

15 L. Baiza Page 3-2, part 3.2 Soils:  We recommend that 
the engineering plans consider the salinity of 
the soils in a proportion of the construction 
zone. Due to the proximity of the area to the Rio 
Sonoyta, these soils contain a high 
concentration of sodium, which can corrode 
concrete.  Salinity is indicated by the presence 
of saltbush species Atriplex polycarpa and A. 
linearis, both salt-tolerant species.  

A. The design of the fence has taken into account what is necessary to ensure 
that the fence is stable, strong, and built for longevity. Additionally, according to 
the NRCS’s Web Soil Survey all of the soils in the project have a “low” rating in 
regards to corrosion of concrete.  
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16 L. Baiza Page 3.3.1. Vegetation Communities: Please 

correct the FEA statements about vegetation. 
The vegetation within the project corridor is a 
subset of the vegetation described in the 2003 
NPS final EA for the vehicle barrier. Atriplex 
polycarpa, A. linearis, Larrea divaricata ssp. 
tridentata are the dominant species on the 
bottoms and dissected hills. This vegetation 
type is uncommon on OPCNM, occurring less 
than 2-3 miles of the international boundary. 
This vegetation type is bearing the brunt of 
environmental impacts due to border-related 
activities on OPCNM.  
 
Dominant species in the xeroriparian corridors 
in the proposed project area include Prosopis 
velutina, Olneya tesota, Parkinsonia floridum, 
Condalia globosa, Ambrosia ambrosioides, and 
various Lycium species. On Monument Hill 
(Sonoyta Hill), dominant plant species include 
Parkinsonia floridum, Olneya tesota, Prosopis 
velutina, Stenocereus thurberi, Carnegiea 
gigantea, Fouquieria splendens, Larrea 
divaricata, Lycium species, and Ambrosia 
deltoidea. 

A. The document was revised to stipulate that saltbush (Atriplex sp.) is common 
throughout most the project corridor, especially east of the POE. Most of the 
other species mentioned in the comment were included in Section 3.3.1 of the 
Final EA and incorporated by reference from the 2003 NPS EA.  
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17 L. Baiza Page 3-2, Part 3.3.2. Wildlife: OPCNM 

considers the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl 
(Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum) to be a 
species of management concern. Suitable 
habitat occurs in the proposed project area and 
should be addressed in this final EA. 
 

A. Information regarding the cactus ferruginous-pygmy owl has been 
incorporated into the document. The document now reads in Section 4.6.2, 
“Additionally, the cactus ferruginous-pygmy owl has the potential to exist in the 
project corridor. However, the habitat in the project corridor is extremely limited 
and classified as ranging from poor to moderate with the exception of the 
western slope of Sonoyta Hill (NPS 2003).  Therefore, due to the previously 
disturbed nature of some of the project corridor in conjunction with the limited 
quality habitat available, the Proposed Action Alternative is not expected to 
create significant impacts to the owl.” 
 

18 L. Baiza Page 3-3, part 3.3.3. Non-native and Invasive 
Species:  Rather than identify the most 
common species on OPCNM, the FEA should 
identify the invasive species in the proposed 
project area. For example, 
Mesembryanthemum does not occur in the 
project area, but Cynodon dactylon does. 
 

A. The document has been revised to state, “…..More specifically, the common 
non-native plant located in the project corridor is Bermuda grass (Cynodon 
dactylon) (Baiza 2007).” 
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19 L. Baiza Page 3-5, part 3.6 Protected Species:  This 

section does not address sensitive species that 
require special management attention but are 
not protected by the Endangered Species Act. 
A small population of Peniocereus striatus, 
which is known from a few locations in the U.S., 
is located in the proposed project corridor. We 
recommend avoiding the disturbance of any 
plants in the Roosevelt Reservation. If 
avoidance is not possible, then salvage should 
be overseen by OPCNM.  
 
The cactus ferruginous pygmy owl (Glaucidium 
brasilianum cactorum) is another species that is 
specially managed by OPCNM. Potential 
habitat occurs in the construction zone, and the 
breeding period overlaps with the proposed 
construction period. Surveys should be 
performed and the impacts to this species 
should be evaluated. 

D. All vegetation will be removed from with the Roosevelt Reservation. 
However, as part of the revegetation plan, CBP would allow for salvage by NPS 
of Peniocereus striatus within the project corridor as was done for the 
implementation of the NPS Vehicle Barrier project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
D. See response to comment number 17.  In addition, protocol surveys cannot 
be performed within the timeframe necessary. Furthermore, CFPO have not 
been reported by USFWS or NPS staff from this area.   

20 L. Baiza Page 3-7, part 3.6.1.2. Lesser long-nosed bat:  
Sonora barrel cactus and California barrel 
cactus are not columnar cacti and are not used 
as a food resource by bats. Do not include them 
in the count of columnar cacti. 
 

E. Columnar cacti is a term used to describe the shape of the cacti. Regardless, 
the Sonora barrel cactus and California barrel cactus have been removed from 
the document. 
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21 L. Baiza Page 3-8, Figure 3-1 Map of Sonoran 

pronghorn range:  Please cite the information 
source used to prepare this map. OPCNM does 
not agree with the stated range boundaries. 
 

D. The map is accurately sourced in the Final EA.   

22 L. Baiza Page 3-9, part 3.6.1.3 Acuña Cactus:  Seven 
(not five) populations of acuña cactus are 
known; the Pima County 2001 reference is 
outdated. This subspecies is not known to 
occur on limestone; please remove the 
reference.  
 

A. The document was revised as suggested.  
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23 L. Baiza Page 3-12, part 3.9 Water Resources:  

Although they are not perennial streams, it is 
likely that the larger drainages in the proposed 
project area are regulated by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. (1) Please indicate if the 
drainages in the project area have been 
evaluated to determine if they are jurisdictional 
waters.  Clarify the criteria used to determine 
the 16 intermittent streams and also identify 
locations.  (2) There are easily additionally 
another 24 streams that should also be 
evaluated.  (3) Please clarify where the water 
for the project (1.7 million gallons-3.7 million 
gallons /referenced on page 4.1) will come 
from.  There is discussion regarding 
groundwater recharge rates and mention 
hauling water from Ajo or Why.  If this is not the 
case and water is purchased locally from the 
property owner at Lukeville, the drawdown on 
this well needs to be monitored daily while in 
production.  In addition we are requesting that 
both domestic wells that serve our infrastructure 
4 miles due north near our Visitor Center also 
be monitored for drawdown.  There is immense 
concern for extensive water and the possibility 
of effects on our two wells.   
 

(1) A. CBP has assumed that the 16 streams which cross the project 
corridor are considered jurisdictional although no formal verification has 
occurred. Additionally, as stated in Section 4.9.2 of the Final EA, “All 
appropriate CWA Section 404 Permits from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) Los Angeles District Regulatory Branch, as well as 
Section 401 Water Quality Certifications from the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality, would be obtained prior to any fill material being 
placed in potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S.”  

 
(2) D. CBP respectfully disagrees based on biological field surveys.  

 
(3) E. The specific source of water is not yet known. However, as indicated 

in Section 4.9.2 of the Final EA the water will be obtained from 
municipal sources located in either Why, Ajo, or Gila Bend, Arizona. No 
monitoring of wells on the OPCNM would occur because no impacts to 
OPCNM groundwater sources would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action.  
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24 L. Baiza Page 3-13, last sentence: The correct spelling 

of Tibbets is Tibbitts. 
 

A. The document was revised as requested.  

25 L. Baiza Page 4-1, part 4.0 Environmental 
Consequences:   Disagree with the comment 
that this “EA describes the potential permanent 
impacts”.  How can this be possible when it’s 
also stated that the design/build process will be 
utilized?  How can the potential for impact are 
assessed if you don’t know the design not only 
of the fence but how and where it will be 
constructed.  In most cases from my experience 
it’s difficult to evaluate impact of a project 
without final design incorporated in the EA 
process.  
 

D. The EA does address potential impacts on a worse case scenario.  The 
conceptual design footprint was developed by the design engineers and they 
believe this will be the maximum footprint needed to accomplish the proposed 
project.  All other impacts would remain within the 60 foot Roosevelt 
Reservation. 
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26 L. Baiza Page 4-2, part 4.1.2 Alternative 2, second 

paragraph: (1) It is predictable that the 
proposed fence will cause indirect impacts. If 
the fence performs as expected and USBP 
agents are deployed to areas without the 
pedestrian fence, then OPCNM predicts that 
additional enforcement-related off-road driving 
will occur in those areas. These environmental 
impacts should be included in this document.  
(2) The change from NPS lands to USBP 
infrastructure and enforcement operations was 
discussed previously.  Support the statement 
that a Special Use permit would need to be 
obtained from NPS for this action of using the 
additional 7 acres outside the Roosevelt 
Reservation prior to construction. 
 

(1) D. CBP disagrees with the assertion that increased off-road activities would 
occur as a result of agents being able to be deployed to areas without 
pedestrian fence. In reality, the agents working east and west of the fence 
boundaries will act as a deterrent and this deployment would be expected to 
curtail illegal traffic in those areas lacking fence. Also, as stated numerous times 
throughout the document, the illegal activities of cross-border violators are 
solely up to them and outside of the control of USBP/CBP.  
 
(2) A. CBP would seek a special use permit from NPS to construct the fence 
and road outside the Roosevelt Reservation.. 

27 L. Baiza Page 4-3, part 4.2.2. Alternative 2, first 
paragraph: OPCNM believes the proposed 
action would have widespread, long-term and 
significant impacts on soils, with special 
emphasis on the Holocene, sandy loam 
alluviums of the valley bottoms. Ground 
disturbing activities that cause soil structure 
loss and deflation (e.g. disturbance, 
compaction, blading) usually trigger accelerated 
erosion that can not be treated with 
infrastructure, including best management 
practices. Gilman and Antho Series soils are 
the two soil types most prone to accelerated 
erosion on OPCNM. A significant portion of the 
proposed action occurs on these soils. Once 

D. CBP will coordinate the SWPPP and the revegetation plan with OPCNM. The 
contractor would have to consider soil conditions and construct the fence/road 
accordingly. USBP would be responsible for post-construction maintenance, 
including erosion control and would work closely with NPS to ensure erosion is 
controlled. 
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accelerated erosion is triggered, the resulting 
watershed instability will cause deep gullying on 
Gilman and Antho soils and will have far-
reaching implications in the affected 
watersheds. These impacts need to be 
considered in the FEA and in the project 
design. Fence design will be a critical part of 
minimizing impacts on soils. Since most of the 
impacts will occur on OPCNM, the NPS should 
be closely involved with the SWPPP. 

28 L. Baiza Page 4-4, part 4.3.1.2 Alternative 2:  As 
previously mentioned, the saltbush vegetation 
association is uncommon on OPCNM and is 
regionally threatened. A significant portion of 
the project is in this vegetation type.   
 

D. Saltbush vegetation associations are common not only on the OPCNM but 
also the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, Tohono O’odham Nation, and 
the rest of southern Arizona. No significant impacts would occur to this 
vegetation association with the implementation of this project.  
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29 L. Baiza Page 4-5, part 4.3.2.2, first paragraph: Here 

and elsewhere, please correct the statement 
that most of the project corridor has been 
previously disturbed. Most of the Roosevelt 
Reserve over Monument Hill has not been 
disturbed, and about half of the Roosevelt 
Reserve in the remaining section has not been 
disturbed.  
 

A. The document has been revised to read: “Although approximately 45 acres 
would be permanently impacted from the Proposed Action Alternative, these 
impacts would be considered negligible, since much of the project corridor (17 
acres) has been previously disturbed, and the remainder has limited and 
somewhat disturbed vegetation.” 

30 L. Baiza Page 4-5, part 4.3.2.2, third paragraph:  Please 
provide citations for the sentence beginning, 
“Habitat fragmentation typically affects….”.  
OPCNM continues to disagree with the 
statement that the fence will have no significant 
adverse effects on wildlife. 
 

A. The document has been revised to include the following citation, Gilpin, M.E. 
and Hanski, I. Metapopulation Dynamics: Empirical and Theoretical 
Investigations. London: Linnaean Society of London and Academic Press; 1991.  
Additionally, the development and residences on the Mexico side of the project 
corridor currently fragment habitat. Therefore, the addition of the proposed 
fence would not likely create significant impacts.  
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31 L. Baiza Page 4-6, part 4.3.3.2:  The project corridor, 

particularly Monument Hill, will not be regularly 
patrolled by a person qualified to identify and 
respond to non-native, invasive species. Will 
qualified USBP monitors be monitoring the 
construction zone in perpetuity? Also, please 
provide citations that document the statement 
that “many invasive plant propagules are 
transported into the U.S. on clothing of IAs.” We 
are aware of no such studies. 

D. CBP is willing to hire a qualified person/firm to monitor/survey for invasive 
species for a period of 3-yrs following completion of the construction activities. 
 
A. This citation, “(INS 2002)” has been added to the document.  In the 
references section of the Final EA this reference as been added, “INS, U.S. 
Border Patrol, U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.  2002.  Report to the House of 
Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impact Caused by 
Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona.” 
 

32 L. Baiza Page 4.7, part 4.4.2, first paragraph:  This 
paragraph has several conflicting statements 
regarding access that should be corrected. A 
special use permit from NPS would not be 
needed if only the Roosevelt Reservation was 
used during construction.  
 

A. The document was revised to read, “A special use permit from NPS would be 
needed to access any areas outside of the Roosevelt Reservation. This would 
be obtained prior to construction activities.” 
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33 L. Baiza Page 4-7, part 4.4.2, paragraph 2: We disagree 

with the statement that the impacts of the 
proposed project are outweighed by the 
impacts of illegal activity. We believe the 
permanent direct impacts and the long-lasting 
indirect impacts of the pedestrian fence will be 
far greater than the relatively impermanent 
impact of illegal border activities. 

D. See Section 4.4.2 of the Final EA for the full analysis of potential impacts to 
Unique and Sensitive Areas as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative.   In 
addition, OPCNM has stated (and cited in the Section 4.1.2 of the Final EA) that 
certain areas of OPCNM have been closed to visitors due to illegal traffic, which 
affects not only aesthetic qualities and natural resources of the OPCNM, but 
also the function of the OPCNM. 

34 L. Baiza Page 4-8, part 4.5.2, paragraph 1:  We agree 
that noise due to construction of the fence 
would be temporary. (1) We are more 
concerned with constant noise/clatter from the 
double mesh segments on the panels 
especially with natural wind action.  (2) The EA 
needs to include an evaluation of how the fence 
and the access road over Monument Hill will 
adversely, permanently and significantly affect 
the viewshed, particularly from the wilderness.  
Again there is no comparison with the impacts 
to the view shed between the vehicle barrier 
and this pedestrian fence especially with size 
and scale. 

(1)  A. See response to comment number 14, part 2 
 
(2)  A. In Section 4.5.2 of the Final EA it is stated that adverse impacts would 
occur to Wilderness due to viewshed impacts. However, the Final EA has been 
revised to provide exhibits that illustrate how the fence will look from the 
wilderness area. 
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35 L. Baiza Page 4-9, part 4.6.2, paragraph 2: As 

previously mentioned, please cite the 
information source used to create the Sonoran 
pronghorn range map. We do not agree with 
the boundaries as provided.  Section 7 
consultation needs to be initiated! 
 

E. See response to comment number 21. Additionally, as can be seen in the 
Final EA, Appendix C, first page, consultation with the USFWS has been 
initiated and will continue to occur.   

36 L. Baiza Page 4-11, part 4.7.2, and paragraph 1: We 
believe the environmental design measures to 
avoid adverse impacts to these significant 
historic boundary monuments are not sufficient 
to ensure that no adverse impacts will occur. 
The fence will exclude the monuments from 
NPS protection. 
 
Also, please include the letter indicating SHPO 
concurrence with USBP’s determination of “no 
affect to historic properties”. It is not currently 
included in Appendix C. 
 
OPCNM believes that the quality of the 
viewshed and the context of the historic border 
monuments will be adversely affected by the 
fence. An important feature of the historic 
border monuments is the view of the vast 
expanse of land on both sides of the border, a 
view that provides context for the border 

D. The monuments will remain accessible via man gates to be installed per the 
CBP/ USIBWC MOA and RFP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. See the Final EA, on page 121 and 122 of Appendix C.  The letter is dated 
June 8, 2007. 
 
 
D. The fence would be designed so as not to impede the function, value, or 
stability of the border monuments. Further, as discussed in the Final EA, the 
Arizona SHPO has concurred with CBP’s determination that no historic 
properties would be impacted by the proposed action.  
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monuments. The impact of the fence on these 
values should be evaluated in this FEA. 
 

37 L. Baiza Page 4-13, part 4.8.2, first paragraph: Instead 
of spraying water as a dust palliative, we 
recommend using a product similar to 
lignosulfonate. Not only a dust palliative, 
lignosulfonate will stabilize the road surface and 
reduce maintenance costs. 

A. Water would be used during construction for dust suppression and 
compaction. Soil stabilizers, such as lignonsulfate, will be applied after 
construction is complete to provide a more stable driving surface.  
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38 L. Baiza Page 4-15, part 4.10.2:  Property value 

reduction is not of concern to the monument. 
 

A. Noted.  

39 L. Baiza Page 4-16, part 4.12.2: As previously 
mentioned, we disagree with the conclusion 
that the aesthetic impacts would be 
insignificant.  The comparison between 
trash/litter scatter and this proposed fence is 
not even close to being comparable.  We can 
get the litter picked up and this impact is 
removed, not the same with the fence 
especially over monument hill. 

D. See response to comment number 14, part 3. 
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40 L. Baiza Page 4-17, part 4.13.2:  The construction 

contractor should be required to rinse concrete 
truck mixers and other equipment out side of 
the Roosevelt Reservation and the monument 
lands.    
 

A. The document was revised in Section 6.5 to read, “Additionally, all concrete 
trucks will be washed outside of the project corridor as well as OPCNM lands.”  
 

41 L. Baiza Page 5-2, table 5-1:  The table and the ensuing 
evaluation should include all ongoing USBP, 
National Guard, and other border-related 
operations, such as checkpoints, observation 
towers, scouting sites, off-road vehicle travel, 
helicopter activities and other actions having 
environmental impacts that have not been 
included. One example is the re-opening and 
continued use of formerly closed roads in 
wilderness areas. 

D. The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable USBP actions within the 
region have been included in Table 5-1 and evaluated in the Final EA.  
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42 L. Baiza Page 5-3, Land use:  Disagree with the 

statement that “alteration of 7 acres of land on 
the OPCNM would not be considered 
cumulatively significant as the OPCNM 
encompasses over 330,000 acres”.  OPCNM 
legislation or General Management Plan does 
not identify excess lands within the monument 
boundaries.  If we wanted to parallel your 
statement to this project then the 0.65 miles of 
fence over Sonoyta Hill encompasses a 
similarly less percentage of the 225 miles of 
border fence that DHS is proposing to 
construct!  It’s not about the acreage lost but 
about the resources impacted on this small 
area due to this project.   
 
Soils: As previously mentioned, two soil types 
that are prone to accelerated erosion occur in 
the proposed project area. The writers may be 
incorrectly interpreting Natural Resource 
Conservation Service soil descriptions, which 
indicate a low erosion potential for these soils. 
When dirt roads are built on these soils, the 
high and nearly inescapable potential for 
erosion is widely known. Increasing the width of 
the road (and de-vegetated area), increased 
blading and increased vehicle traffic contribute 
to significant cumulative impacts.  Also please 
address what will be done with spoils from 
ditches cut for the concrete footer.  

D. CBP analysis concludes that the use of less than 0.0001 percent of the 
OPCNM would not constitute a significant impact.  The additional 225 miles of 
fence are identified and their impacts to various resources described in the 
cumulative impact section. 
 
 
D. According to NRCS’s Web Soil Survey, the soils in the project corridor, in 
particular, the Antho and Gilman soils have a slight erosion rating. Included is 
the NRCS’s explanation of what the ratings mean,  
 
“The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of soil loss from off-road 
and off-trail areas after disturbance activities that expose the soil surface. The 
ratings are based on slope and soil erosion factor K. The soil loss is caused by 
sheet or rill erosion in off-road or off-trail areas where 50 to 75 percent of the 
surface has been exposed by logging, grazing, mining, or other kinds of 
disturbance. 
 
 
The ratings are both qualitative and numerical. The hazard is described as 
"slight," "moderate," "severe," or "very severe." A rating of "slight" indicates that 
erosion is unlikely under ordinary climatic conditions; "moderate" indicates that 
some erosion is likely and that erosion-control measures may be needed; 
"severe" indicates that erosion is very likely and that erosion-control measures, 
including revegetation of bare areas, are advised; and "very severe" indicates 
that significant erosion is expected, loss of soil productivity and off-site damage 
are likely, and erosion-control measures are costly and generally impractical.” 
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43 L. Baiza Page 6-1, part 6.1:  Please see previous 

comments about containing concrete rinsate 
from trucks/equipment. 
 

A. See response to comment number 40. 

44 L. Baiza Page 6-2, part 6.2: We believe that all of the 
techniques mentioned in this paragraph will be 
insufficient to reduce or eliminate the 
accelerated erosion and watershed instability 
caused by the fence. The accelerated erosion is 
likely to increase the frequency of road blading 
and general maintenance.  Please provide a 
long-term plan for addressing this issue. 

D. The design of the fence would be such that it does not accelerate erosion or 
watershed instability. As discussed in response to comment number 42, the 
soils in the project corridor are considered to have a slight erosion hazard.  CBP 
will continually monitor road and fence conditions and will continually perform 
required maintenance to repair and mitigate erosion. 
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45 L. Baiza Page 6-2, paragraph beginning on page 6-2 

and extending onto 6-3: The FEA states that a 
revegetation plan will be implemented by the 
USBP upon completion of construction 
activities. If the restoration plan is ‘similar to’ the 
one established for the vehicle barrier, it should 
include pre-construction activities, such as plant 
salvage. If the USBP implements a revegetation 
plan after construction is complete, salvage will 
no longer be an option. When does the USBP 
plan to consult with the NPS on a restoration 
plan? Also, who will be monitoring the 
construction footprint for 3 years after 
construction? 

A. See response to comment number 7. 

46 L. Baiza Page 6-3, part 6.5 Water Resources:  Please 
see earlier comments on the NPS’s contribution 
to the SWPPP.   
 
Please explain how the USBP will remove 
debris during a flood event without posing a 
safety hazard to the agent. When in flood stage, 
many washes can not be crossed safely with a 
vehicle, so vehicle access to flooding drainages 
will not be possible. Damage to resources will 
have occurred before debris will be removed.  
 
Please explain where the flood debris will be 
placed. Normally, the debris would be washed 
into Mexico, which will no longer be an option. 

A.  See response to comment number 10. 
 
 
 
D. CBP is in the process of establishing a long-term maintenance contract that 
will maintain the roads and fence.  Debris that collects on the fence will be 
removed on a regular basis. For safety reasons, we cannot commit to the 
removal of debris during a flood event. 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Any organic debris would be placed in areas that are to be revegetated and 
used as a potential seed source for natural revegetation. All other debris would 
be removed from the project corridor and disposed of properly. 
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47 L. Baiza Page 7-1, Agency Coordination: There is no 

indication that the Zuni Tribe has been 
contacted regarding this project. It is a federally 
recognized tribe having affiliation with OPCNM. 
 

E. Consultation was conducted with all tribes that have historically expressed an 
interest in USBP projects in southern Arizona. The SHPO did not indicate that a 
tribe was omitted; however, the Zuni will be consulted with accordingly.   
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